The aim of this study was to examine and compare the impact of two Dynamic Assessment (DA) approaches, that is, Feuerstein's Mediated Learning Experience (MLE) and Brown's Graduated Prompt (GP) on Iranian EFL learners' reading comprehension. Therefore, a mixed methods approach consisting of a semi-structured interview, a pretest, an intervention program, a posttest, and a transfer test was applied to assess and compare the efficacy of two DA approaches. One hundred and two EFL learners taking a General English course at Islamic Azad University were assigned to two experimental groups (MLEG and GPG) and one comparison group (CG). The participants in the MLEG took part in the MLE, and the participants in the GPG participated in the GP intervention program. The results of the qualitative as well as the aggregate and disaggregated quantitative data analyses indicated that both intervention approaches of DA were effective in enhancing the learners' reading comprehension.
Introduction
DA originally came almost about half a century ago as a reaction to dissatisfaction with traditional methods of assessment. As Cioffi and Carney (1983) argue, standard assessment procedures are not sufficient for estimating students' learning potential. They pin point that these assessment tools will not help instructors to identify the conditions under which students can be assisted to make progress. In fact, measuring students' current performance level cannot indeed provide assessors with enough information about learners' potential ability. Brown and French (1979) believe that learning potential is identified and assessed through applying the zone of proximal development (ZPD). In Vygotsky's ZPD theory, by offering appropriate forms of mediation, development of learners' mental functions can be intervened and guided grounding in DA.
Generally, DA has been implemented primarily in two approaches of interventionist and interactionist (Lantolf & Poehner, 2004) . Furthermore, there are different classifications of DA available in literature. Jitendra and Kameenui (1993) have identified five distinct models of DA which differ in their theoretical orientations, purpose of the assessment, the types of skills assessed, types of the tasks employed, nature of the interaction between the examiner and learner, and the quantity and the quality of the practical support accompanied with each DA model. The impetus for this study stemed from increasing attention researchers in the field of second language learning and teaching have been giving to Vygotsky's meditational approaches as well as comparing the effects of two general DA approaches: Feuerstein's Mediated Learning Experience (MLE) and Brown's Graduated Prompt (GP) . MLE, according to Feuerstein, Feuerstein, Falik and Rand (2006) , refers to the way in which the existed stimuli in the environment are changed in the form by an intervening agent, usually a parent, teacher, or others in the environment of the learner. They believe that this intervening agent, led by intention, culture, and emotional investment, chooses, increases, focuses, and otherwise arranges all the stimuli for the learner, based on a clear purpose for that learner's increased and effective actions.
In GP, Brown and her colleagues (Campione, Brown, Ferrara & Bryant, 1984) administer the tests providing mediation that is aimed at training testees to solve problems through using certain principles. Brown's approach to DA is unique in that once testees have learned the pertinent principles and can solve problems with no help, the tester then tries to discover their ability to transfer what they have learned while solving novel problems (Poehner, 2005) .
The Study

Participants
The students participating in all stages of this study were the undergraduates majoring in diverse fields at Islamic Azad University taking a GE course at the time of the research. To fulfill the objectives of the study, 102 EFL students drawn from an initial pool of 135 in six intact classes participated. Thirty three of the students did not take part in all stages of the project; therefore, they were excluded from the list of the participants. The result of a one-way ANOVA (F (2, 99) = 0.24, P = 0.78 > 0.05, η2 = 0.004) indicated that the participants did not show any statistically significant difference in their performance on the reading section of the Key English Test (KET, University of Cambridge ESOL Examinations, 2005) conducted to examine the participants' general reading comprehension at the outset of the study.
The participants were then randomly assigned to two experimental groups and a comparison group (CG). Regarding the types of the mediations the participants in the experimental groups received during the intervention programs, they were, henceforth, referred to as the GPG and the MLEG. It should be noted that the inclusion of the CG in this study was merely for providing the researcher with a base line for the comparison of the results. Therefore, the participants of the CG only took part in the reading comprehension tests.
Instrumentation
The Data collection instruments included: (1) a cognitive and metacognitive strategy questionnaire (CMSQ), and (2), a semi-structured interview as well as four assessment instruments of: (1) a Reading KET, (2) a reading comprehension pretest, (3) a reading comprehension posttest, and (4) a reading comprehension transfer test. Furthermore, two intervention programs were designed and carried out with the experimental groups. The intervention programs included: (1) the GP intervention program drawing on Brown's GP approach, and (2) the MLE intervention program drawing on Feuerstein's MLE. The instruments used for each intervention program included the Graduated Prompt Moves Protocol (GPMP) and the Mediated Learning Experience Taxonomy (MLET) for the GP intervention program and the MLE intervention program, respectively.
2.2.1 CMSA: In order to investigate the learners' cognitive and metacognitive strategy awareness (CMSA), Phakiti's (2003) cognitive and metacognitive strategy awareness was employed to explore how individual learners control their reading comprehension. It was also used in preparing the meditational instruments. The original questionnaire was modified and tested in a pilot study and then it was translated into Persian. The Cognitive and metacognitive strategies in Phakiti's CMSQ are composed of four subscales with a five Likert-scale questionnaire (Appendix 3).
2.2.2 Semi-structured interview: In order to explore the participants' perceptions, according to Berg (2001) , interviewing is an efficient way of collecting information. In this study, semi-structured interviews were conducted to explore EFL learners' understanding of reading comprehension process and their difficulties in text comprehension. The data collected through interviewing along with the CMSQ data provided valuable information for devising the meditational taxonomies.
2.2.3 The Reading KET: In order to assess the homogeneity of the main study participants in terms of their general English reading comprehension, the reading section of the Key English Test (KET) which was developed and standardized by University of Cambridge ESOL Examination (UCLES), was used. Since only the learners' reading comprehension was under the investigation, only the reading section of the KET was applied. Therefore, this extracted reading section of the KET was, henceforth, referred to as the Reading KET which was taken from Khalifa and Weir (2009, pp. 233-243) .
2.2.4 Reading comprehension tests: Three reading comprehension tests were developed by the researcher, tested and applied. Each test consisted of four passages and each passage was followed by six reading comprehension questions. The reading comprehension questions were focused on three reading comprehension domains: (1) Finding the main idea, (2) Guessing the meaning of the new words, and (3) inferencing; therefore, the reading comprehension questions are, henceforth, referred to as Main idea Questions (MQs), Guessing Questions (GQs), and Inferencing Questions (IQs), respectively.
According to Poehner (2005) , the learner's true progress resulting from working on the learners' ZPD, should manifest itself in the tasks other than the main test. In fact, in DA approaches transfer tasks are included in order to determine "how far the learners can extend their knowledge and abilities beyond the assessment context, and how much assistance they require to do so" (p. 60). Consequently, the transfer reading comprehension test was developed to examine how far the learners in the GPG and the MLEG could extend their knowledge and abilities beyond the assessment context. Drawn on Feuerstein and Brown, who increased the difficulty and the complexity in creation of transfer tasks (Feuerstein, 2000) , a higher readability index was considered for the passages of the transfer test.
Mediational instruments:
The meditational instruments for the experimental groups (the GPG and the MLEG) were designed by the researcher, piloted, and revised. The meditational materials for each intervention program comprised of a reading comprehension test and the Mediated Learning Experience Taxonomy (The MLET) for the MLE intervention program and the Graduated Prompt Moves Protocol (GPMP) for GP group. The MLET was not generated a priori but instead the MLET was produced as the result of the careful analysis of the mediator's cooperative dialogues with each of the learners in every session. In this way, the MLET was developed in a manner parallel to the Regulatory Scale reported in Aljaafreh and Lantolf (1994) . Following Aljaafreh and Lantolf, the MLET presented in Appendix 1, was not meant to be exhaustive and to be prescriptive. In fact, in line with Poehner (2005) , the MLET only described the mediator-learner interactions in the present study but should not be viewed as rules, or, norms. Generally, one of the specific features of the interactionist (MLE) DA, according to Feuerstein, Rand and Rynders (1988, as cited in Poehner, 2005) is proving the flexible grounds in which the learner development can be enhanced well. Producing the meditational taxonomy provided the researcher with a criterion for comparing and analyzing the quality and the frequency of the mediations delivered and used by the learners during the MLE intervention program.
GPMP for GP group (Appendix 2) was based on Brown's GP. Brown's GP, according to Campione et al. (1984) , refers to the fixed menu of the standardized hints and prompts, moving from the most implicit to the most explicit one and ending up with the correct answer. In Brown's GP, unlike to the MLE approach, the hierarchies of the assistance are worked out in advance of assessments. Accordingly, the mediation typology in the GP approach is generated a priori and then applied during DA sessions. The meditational inventory for the GP intervention program in this study was then carefully produced prior to the intervention program. More importantly, the explicitness of each prompt was carefully examined during the pilot study.
Procedure
In order to investigate the adequacy of the instruments used, a pilot study preceded the main study. It was also intended to gather a valid repertoire of the mediational taxonomies for the intervention programs. The study in each semester lasted 9 weeks, including the time required for administering the assessment measures and the intervention sessions. The overview of the main study procedure is shown in Table 1 . Transfer Test Transfer Test * CG was included in this study only for providing the researcher with a baseline to compare the results A thorough and precise time management for the total of 170 private sessions with MLEG and a total of 170 private sessions with GPG was certainly required.
2.3.1 The first intervention program: Feuerstein's MLE approach. This program was employed for the MLEG. The program was inspired by Feuerstein's MLE and had the express purpose of remediating those areas in the learner's performance that had been found, through the initial assessments, to be in the need of attention. The interactions between the mediator and the learners during the intervention sessions were a continuation of three sessions of working on three specific domains of reading comprehension in each session. The mediations with which the learners were provided were sensitive to their ZPD and thus were intended to promote development.
2.3.2
The second intervention program: Brown's GP. This program was employed in the intervention sessions with the GPG. The program was inspired by Brown's GP approach of DA. The graduated prompting process of the assessment utilizes ZPD to predict learner's readiness to learn or to reinforce the benefits of the instruction. The Brown's GP procedure, unlike Feuerstein's mediational procedure, is standardized so as to produce the quantitative data. The main difference between Feuerstein's MLE and Brown's GP is in the hierarchies of assistance provided during the intervention sessions. In GP approach, the hierarchies of the assistance are worked out in advance of the assessments. Therefore, it is the significant feature in the GP model of DA to generate the mediational typology a priori. To this aim, a protocol of the rules and mediations for each domain of reading comprehension was developed prior to the GP intervention program.
Similar to the MLE intervention program, the interactions between the mediator and the learners during the GP intervention program were also a continuation of three sessions of working on three specific domains of reading comprehension in each session. The mediations provided for learners were sensitive to their ZPD and thus was intended to promote development. A major requisite for the GP approach, in keeping with Poehner's (2005) line of reasoning, is sticking to the "prepared prompt framework and use the same mediation with every learner and move through their scales of assistance in precisely the same order so as to preserve the standardization of the procedure, which enables use of inferential statistical analysis"(p. 162). Therefore, the GPMP was strictly followed during the GP intervention sessions.
Results and Discussion
It should be noted that, because of brevity, the qualitative data analyses will not be included in this paper. The quantitative methods were used in order to investigate the "product" of reading comprehension whereas the qualitative methods targeted at the "process" of reading comprehension which involves the report of the results of the grounded analyses of the data collected during the semi structured-interview and the intervention programs carried out in the present study. It should be noted that the results of the quantitative data analyses are reported into two sections of (1) aggregate quantitative data analyses, and (2) disaggregated quantitative data analyses. The aggregate data analysis is based on the participants' independent reading comprehension and is approached by means of descriptive and inferential statistical measures. Disaggregated data analysis examines the raw counts of learners' responses produced for each single domain of reading comprehension to provide deeper insight into the learners' moves.
3.1Aggregate Quantitative Data Analyses
This section presents the results obtained through the quantitative methodologies used in this study. The degree of homogeneity between the MLEG, the GPG and the CG was statistically determined using one way analysis of variance for the continuous variables of the Reading KET, the pretest, and the CMSQ. Actually, the analyses were performed in order to address the selection and regression threats and also to ensure that the GPG, the MLEG, and the CG were initially as homogenous as possible in terms of their general reading comprehension ability (applying the reading KET), specific reading comprehension domains (applying the pretest), and reading comprehension strategy awareness (applying CMSQ). As Table 1 depicts, in the scores of the Reading KET (M = 17.38, SD = 4.06; M = 17.29, SD = 4.97; M = 18.06, SD = 8.87) for the MLEG, the GPG and the CG respectively, no statistically significant group mean differences were observed and the results of the t-test showed that with the F (2, 99) = 0.24, p=0.78 > 0.05, there was no significant differences between the groups in terms of their mean scores. The results of the descriptive statistical data analyses of the pretest (M = 8.26, SD = 2.93; M = 8.41, SD = 3.33; M = 7.79, SD = 2.78) for the MLEG, the GPG and the CG respectively showed that there was no statistically significant group mean differences and the results of the F (2, 99) = 0.387, p=.68 > 0.05, indicated that there was no significant differences between the groups in terms of their mean scores. As for the CMSQ, (M = 107.47, SD = 13.27; M = 103.03, SD = 12.47; M = 106.26, SD = 13.72) for the MLEG, the GPG, and the CG respectively there were no significant differences between the mean scores of the three groups were observed. A one-way ANOVA was used to compare the mean scores of the GPG, the MLEG and the CG in reading comprehension posttest. As the results in Table 4 show, the means and the standard deviations (M = 13.73, SD = 3.80; M = 12, S= 2.86; M = 8.25, SD =2.76) of the MLEG, the GPG, and the CG respectively manifest that all the participants' scores improved from the pretest to the posttest. The results of one way ANOVA is provided in Table 5 . The F-observed value for comparing the mean scores of three groups in reading comprehension posttest (shown in Table 5 ) (F (2, 99) = 26.64, P = 0.00 < 0.05, η2 = 0.34), denoted the significant differences between the mean scores of three groups. In addition, η2 = 0.34 reveals a large effect size. The results of post-hoc Scheffe's tests which were conducted to locate the exact places of the differences between the group means are presented in Table 6 . The results presented in Table 6 depicts that the difference between the mean scores of the MLEG and GPG was not statistically significant. There are significant difference between the mean scores of the GPG (M = 12) and the CG (M = 8.23) in the reading comprehension posttest (Mean difference = 3.76, p =0.00 < 0.05). The GPG outperformed the CG in the reading comprehension posttest. In other words, the difference observed between the sample means was large enough to be attributed to the differences between the population means; therefore, the difference was not due to the sampling errors. In fact, the GP approach of DA does intensely affect the participants' reading comprehension in the GPG. In order to assess the strength of the generalization of the findings, the effect size was calculated. The effect size was then estimated and it was 0.34. Following Cohen (1988, p. 531) , this effect size is considered a large effect size.
Given the homogeneity of the GPG and the CG in terms of the reading comprehension ability and strategy awareness at the outset of the study, the dramatic improvement on the GPG's reading comprehension over those of the CG in the posttest, which was conducted after the GP intervention program, could be attributed to the effects of the GP interventions. This is in line with the results of Hayes' (2011) study of applying GP in language learning. GP procedures used by Hayes similarly revealed the participants' learning potential. The results were also in line with Brown and her colleagues' works who devised GP procedures for specific content domains, focusing especially on learners 'reading comprehension as it was reported in Campione et al., (1984) . The study also resulted in improvement in the learners' initial posttest scores. The significance of the improvement of the MLEG over the CG in the posttest can be simply associated with the substantial impact of the interventions during the MLE intervention program. As Feuerstein (2000) pinpoints, an absence of MLE will create an individual who will have very little advantage while facing problems with the learning tasks. This result coincided with the results of Lidz's (2002) study. Lidz incorporated MLE into testing practices to define a new addition to the assessment repertory called DA. Lidz similarly concludes that interactions that follow the MLE model produce higher levels of functioning in learners, differentiate responsiveness of learners to intervention and connect assessment and instruction. Lidz also pinpoints that students who experience meditational environments have enhanced chances of improving higher mental functioning and enhancing their competence.
In fact, the students in MLEG outperformed the students in GPG in the posttest. Although Brown and Campione (1985) emphasize on the effects of providing the learner with gradual aids in the learners' progress, regarding the types and the quality of the assistance both groups (the MLEG and the GPG) were provided during the intervention programs, the outperformance of the MLEG over the GPG could be associated with the qualitatively different mediations the MLEG had been offered.
In order to answer the third research question, investigating whether the participants were able to transfer the learned materials during the intervention program to the new situation, the transfer test was administered. Then, in order to compare the mean scores of three groups of the MLEG, the GPG, and the CG in the transfer test, a one-way ANOVA was run (Table 7) . = 8.25, SD =2.76) for the MLEG, the GPG and the CG, respectively, the MLEG and the GPG's mean scores promoted significantly from the posttest to the transfer test. However, no improvement on the part of the CG's transfer test was observed in Table 7 . The results were further studied applying a one way ANOVA (Table 8) . The F value of 84.04 denotes the significant differences between the mean scores of the three groups in the transfer test. The post-hoc Scheffe's tests (Table 9) were also conducted to locate the exact places of differences between the three means. There is a significant difference between the mean scores of the GPG (M = 13.91) and the CG (M = 6.61) in the transfer test (Mean difference = 7.29, p = 0.00 <0 .05) . Therefore, the GPG outperformed the CG. The transfer test was conducted in an individualized format (private sessions). That is, in order to trace carefully whether the learners were able to apply the strategies learned during the intervention sessions, while doing a new test which was rather more difficult than the posttest, the transfer test was carried out in a one-to-one format. Therefore, the researcher was able to observe the learners' performances while asking them to think aloud. In fact, think-aloud protocols provide a direct view of the reader's mental activity and also offer a kind of window into those processes which are usually hidden (Block, 1986) . The learners' ability to use the acquired strategies was directly observed by the researcher.
The approach of extending learning beyond the initial assessment tasks which is the hallmark of Brown's GP approach (Brown & Campione, 1985) , is referred to as transfer in Feuerstein's MLE (Feuerstein, 2000) and it was introduced into the applied linguistics by Poehner (2008) . In fact, the findings of Poehner's (2005) study confirmed the importance of the transfer assessments with more complex tasks. Accordingly, the results, in line with Poehner (2005) , explore the extent to which the learners were able to extend their ability while doing tests in new and more challenging tasks. Therefore, the present study in combination with the Ferrara, Brown & Campione's (1986) study, provide strong evidence that DA of learning and transfer efficiency can supplement the information regarding a person's potential that is indicated by static measures of ability.
Furthermore, the profile plot (Figure 1 ) demonstrates the estimated marginal means of performances of all participants in three groups of the MLEG, the GPG, and the CG, in all three tests conducted. 
Disaggregated Quantitative Data Analysis
Disaggregated data analyses simply mean looking at the subsections of the test scores.
MLE disaggregated quantitative data analysis
As it was stated earlier in this study, the reading comprehension tests aimed at testing only three domains of reading comprehension. Therefore, reading comprehension questions were included three subsections of the MQs, the GQs, and the IQs. Table 10 shows dramatic improvement of S35 in the GQs in the posttest and the transfer test: 4 → 6 in the posttest and 6 → 8 in the transfer test. By comparing the students' scores and their performance in each domain of reading comprehension tested by three reading tests, the students' improvement in the posttest and, in turn, in the transfer test are quite evident.
Student 45's marked improvement in the MQs is shown in Table 10 (0→4→4). She scored 0 in the pretest indicating that she could not answer any of the MQs. Though, she answered all four MQs in the posttest correctly. More importantly, S45 could transfer the acquired knowledge onto novel test of the transfer test and she also scored four in the transfer test. Her scores in the GQs and the IQs also uncovered her dramatic progress: 2→5→5 and 4→8→8 in posttest and transfer test, respectively. In addition, S47 also showed marked improvement in the IQs: 4 →7→10. The results became patently clear when a percentage was calculated. Table 10 represents the percentages of the scores. 
Sn Pretest Total=4
MQs Posttest Total=4
Transfer Test Total=4 pretest Total=8
GQs Posttest Total=8
Transfer Test Total=8
Pretest Total=12
IQs Posttest Total=12
Transfer Test  Total=12  35 2  3  3  4  6  8  6  7  7  36 1  3  3  4  7  6  3  4  6  37 1  2  2  4  7  7  5  7  8  38 1  4  4  2  3  2  1  1  3  39 0  2  2  2  4  5  2  2  2  40 0  2  2  2  4  5  3  3  8  41 1  3  3  2  4  4  2  3  4  42 2  3  3  2  4  4  2  3  5  43 0  3  2  2  4  6  4  6  5  44 1  2  2  3  5  6  2  3  2  45 0  4  4  2  5  5  4  8  8  46 1  2  3  1  5  6  4  3  3  47 0  4  4  1  6  7  5  9  10  48 1  3  2  4  2  6  2  4  3  49 1  2  2  1  3  4  5  4  6  50 1  3  3  4  5  7  2  7  5  51 1  4  4  2  4  6  4  8  8  52 1  3  3  3  5  7  4  2  7  53 3  4  4  3  4  6  2  9  9  54 1  3  3  5  5  8  3  8  5  55 2  2  2 2  4  5  7  7  5  7  7  63 2  3  3  2  6  8  7  10  9  64 0  2  3  2  4  6  2  3  3  65 2  4  4  5  7  7  7  7  8  66 2  2  3  4  7  8  9  9  9  67 0  2  3  2  3  7  5  7  8  68 3  3  4  4  6  7  8  11  11 *Sn: The student's number, MQs: Main Idea Questions, GQs: Guessing the meaning of the new words Questions, IQs: Inferencing Questions.
As it is evident in Table 11 , for majority of the learners the scores rose dramatically from the pretest to the posttest. For instance, in the case of S63 her GQs' scores rose from 25 % to 75 % in the posttest and she could maintain this progress in the transfer test (100%). Regarding the IQs, in the case of S47, her score rose from 41.66 % in the pretest to 75 % in the posttest.
The S47's percentage score in the transfer test demonstrated that she was able to use the acquired knowledge in the novel context of the transfer test as her scored rose from 75 % in the posttest to 83.33 % in the transfer test. Examining the concept of transcendence in DA, many instances can be easily traced in Table 10 . (e.g. S52's GQs and IQs scores, S67's MQs, GQs, and IQs scores).
However, in a few instances, the learners' scores demonstrated no progress or even reduction in the posttest and transfer test. For example, although S36's MQs' scores rose from the pretest to posttest (25 % to 75 %), her score did not improve from the posttest to the transfer test. Similar results can be seen with S58's IQs' scores (41.66 %, 58.33 % and 58.33 % in the pretest, posttest and transfer test respectively). A few reductions are also observed. For example, S63'S IQs' scores demonstrated reduction from the posttest to the transfer test following a dramatic increase from the pretest to the posttest (58.33%, 83.33%, and 75% in the pretest, posttest and transfer test, respectively). 
GP disaggregated quantitative data analysis
The primary measures of interest in this study for the GP intervention program was the number of the prompts a learner required to reach the learning criterion in each intervention session. Table 12 presents the number of the prompts each learner was required to arrive at the correct response for each item in GPG. Table 12 shows the number of the prompts each student received to find the correct response for each question during the GP intervention sessions. The scores the GPG gained from the pretest to the posttest range from 0 to 10. According to the results shown in Table 12 , S9 gained the highest score (i.e. 10). She improved dramatically from the pretest to the posttest following the intervention program. S1, who gained 9 scores in the posttest, comes after S9. Her reading comprehension performance also showed great progress from the pretest to the posttest after the program. In contrast, S15 who did not gain any scores in the posttest, indicating no improvement, is placed at the end of the list in Table 12 . On the other hand, this descending order is not observed among the mid gainers and low gainers. Consider the following extracts which were taken from Table 12 . The numbers of the prompts received by some mid gainers (S15, S14, and S16) are shown: Figure 5 . The Prompts S14, S15, and S24 Received for the GQs Therefore, drawing on the prompts counts presented in Table 12 , it can be concluded that the number of the prompts needed for doing a reading test in the GPG is seen as inversely related to learning / transfer ability. In other words, the higher the number of the prompts required to do a test, the less likely it is that the improvement will occur.
Conclusion and implications
The results of the current study are in concordance with those studies that attempt to investigate the structure of ZPD (e.g., Nassaji & Cumming, 2000) . The implementation of this study, in fact, yields more insights into the regressive and progressive processes associated with the development of L2 reading comprehension within ZPD. In other words, the findings of the study provide additional support for Vygotsky's ideas about the nature of development.
One of the significant findings of this study is that during the assessment sessions the learners gradually produced more progressive than regressive moves which contribute to a better understanding of the process that pinpoints the transformation of ZPD into the zone of actual development. In addition, the qualitative grounded analyses demonstrated the feasibility of implementing DA in L2 research. The implementation of two DA approaches (GP and MLE) provided more insights into the progressive processes which are associated with the development of L2 reading comprehension within ZPD. These movements are all considered here to be the components of the learners' reading ZPD.
The other sociocultural based implication of the current study is in line with Birjandi and Ebadi (2011), Duvall (2008) , Poehner (2005) and many other sociocultural based DA studies. In other words, the findings of the present study are in line with those studies which were based on the grounded analyses of the contextualized learning processes. In fact, the findings showed the power of the grounded analysis to gain L2 developmental processes and provided evidence for the feasibility of such methodology in L2 research.
The findings of this study suggest the implementation of DA approaches for those pedagogical programs targeted at gaining insights into the learners' future development. In other words, a major finding of this study is the learners' progressive movements manifested in the final transfer test results which in turn indicate the transformation of the ZPD into the zone of actual development (the concept which mostly referred to as transcendence by Feuerstein, 2000 and Campione, 1985) . This is an appropriate response to the problems of the current EAP practices in Iran which are criticized to be "largely ad-hoc, lacking in course design, teacher training, sufficient instruction time, and proper evaluation" (Eslami, 2010, p. 3).
In addition, the taxonomies of the mediational techniques produced in this study (the GPMP and the MLET) enhance the interested DA researchers' understandings of how to offer mediations in EFL classrooms or in particular reading comprehension assessments.
Regarding low language proficiency of Iranian EFL learners (Pourdana, Bornaki, Moayedi Fard, & Sarkhosh, 2012; Eslami, 2010) , reading comprehension assessors are suggested to hold careful attention to the heterogeneity of learners (most specifically in small and to some extent deprived areas) in devising reading comprehension tests. Narrowing reading comprehension domains is consequently recommended. However, the results of the current study suggest language instructors and assessors to identify the appropriate domains of reading for their learners and effectively narrow down the scope of the domains to be more manageable for the short spell of academic semesters prior to any reading programs. In other words, EFL instructors are recommended to abandon quantity in favor of quality.
This study was primarily aimed at exploring as well as comparing the impact of two DA approaches (Brown's GP and Feuerstein's MLE) on EFL learners' reading comprehension. The two models investigated and compared are placed under two umbrella terms of DA, that is, interventionist and interactionist DA approaches, respectively. In short, according to Poehner (2007) interventionists DA devises various means of describing DA interactions, such as scores and counts of mediating moves; however, qualitative profiles of the processes of learners' development are used by interactionist DA. The results of this study suggest that although these approaches have been explained to be qualitatively different, they both produced significant improvement in the learners' reading comprehension.
However, a significant departure is made if we pay careful attention to the types of mediations provided during the MLE intervention program. In fact, the MLEG's better performance comparing with the performances of GPG in the reading comprehension posttest in the current study, certainly shed light to the recognition of the impact of the different type of mediations in implementation of DA approaches. Therefore, the greater freedom the mediator had in reacting to the learner' problems in MLE approach in this study brought this approach to DA more than GP in line with the Vygotky's understanding of ZPD as a means of diagnosing development.
